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Detailed Action 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.1 14, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 2 
August 2007 has been entered. Due to Amendment, Claim rejections under 35 USC 
101 pertaining to Claims 1-16 & 28 have been withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "...a computer readable storage medium..." in the 

body of the claim, yet "a computer readable storage medium" is not mentioned within 

the Specification. There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 27 and 32 both make reference to a "computer readable medium". 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351 (a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 3-4, 6-7, 9-12, 14-15, 18, 20-21, 23-28, and 30-32 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being clearly anticipated by Gargi et al (USPG-Pub No. 
2005002771 2A1). 

As for Claiml , Gargi et al teaches of a distributed classification system 
comprising a plurality of unrelated software components stored in a computer readable 
storage medium and executable by a processing device (see Fig. 15; e.g., object types; 
(see paragraph [0096][0105][01 13])) and a classification component that couples the 
unrelated software components to a common classification structure based on a 
structure type comprising structure type class, node types and structural constraints 
(see paragraph [0012], [0072-0076]; whereas Gargi et al teaching of clusters, meta data 
and hierarchy is equivalent to Applicant's teaching of hierarchy, class and constraints), 
the structural constraints define the permissible parent-child relationship between the 
various type nodes and wherein a plurality of applications access the software 
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components. (see Fig. 13 (12); e.g., object manager; (see paragraph [0038- 
0039][0043][0045-0047][0049][01 03-01 04])). 

As for Claim 3, Gargi et al teaches the classification structure is hierarchical (see 
Fig. 8; e.g., XML; see paragraph [0012], [0074-0076]). 

As for Claim 4, Gargi et al teaches the software components are associated with 
classification nodes (see Fig. 16 (60); see paragraph [0106][0107]). 

As for Claim 6, Gargi et al clearly teaches a graphical user interface is employed 
by a user to classify software components (see paragraph [0042][0081][0083] and 
[0084]). 

As for Claim 7, Gargi et al clearly teaches a user drags and drops components 
onto a classification node (see Fig. 2 (164) e.g., layout engine; see paragraph [0085]). 

As for Claim 9, Gargi et al clearly teaches a notification component that notifies 
consumers of the common structure of proposed changes to the structure to give them 
an opportunity to veto the change (see Fig. 16 (62-78); (see paragraph 
[0107][0108][0112] and [0114])). 
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As for Claim 10, Gargi et al clearly teaches a notification component that alerts 
consumers of the common structure of a change (see Fig. 16 (62-78); (see paragraph 
[0107][0108][0112] and [0114])). 

As for Claim 1 1 , Gargi et al teaches a software tool interaction system 
comprising a means for generating a common classification scheme amongst a plurality 
of unrelated software tools stored in a computer readable storage medium, wherein the 
classification is based on a structure type and comprises structure type class, node 
types and structural constraints, the structural constraints (see paragraph [0012], [0072- 
0076]; whereas Gargi et al teaching of clusters, meta data and hierarchy is equivalent to 
Applicant's teaching of hierarchy, class and constraints) define the permissible parent- 
child relationship between the various node types; (see Fig. 15; e.g., object types; (see 
paragraph [0096][0105][0113])) and a means for maintaining the common classification 
scheme to provide a foundation for a cohesive user experience and wherein the plurality 
of tools access the components, (see Fig. 17 (120); e.g., Business Process Cockpit; 
(see paragraph [0013][0043][0110][0112] and [0114])). 

As for Claim 12, Gargi et al clearly teaches of a user generating a classification 
scheme employing a graphical user interface (see paragraph [0042][0081][0083] and 
[0084]) to drag and drop artifacts onto classification nodes (see Fig. 2 (164) e.g., layout 
engine; see paragraph [0085]). 
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Claims 14 and 15 differ from Claims 9 and 10 in that claims 14 and 15 are 
software tool interaction system whereas claims 9 and 10 are classification system 
claims. Thus, claims 14 and 15 are analyzed as previously discussed with respect to 
claims 9 and 10 above. 

As for Claim 16, Gargi et al teaches a common classification methodology 
comprising generating one or more taxonomies comprising defining node types, 
structure type classes and structural constraints, wherein the parent-child relationship 
between the various node types is specified by the structural constraints; (e.g., 
segmentation engine; (see paragraph [0045-0047] and [0049])), maintaining the 
taxonomies to facilitate interaction with taxonomy artifacts by a plurality of unrelated 
tools (see paragraph [0043][0044][0047] and [0049]). 

Claims 20 and 21 differ from Claims 6 and 7 in that claims 20 and 21 are method 
claims whereas claims 6 and 7 are system claims. Thus, claims 20 and 21 are 
analyzed as previously discussed with respect to claims 6 and 7 above. 

As for Claim 23, Gargi et al teaches maintaining the taxonomies (e.g., clusters or 
groups; see paragraph [0049]) includes notifying a user or owner of classifiable artifacts 
of changes to the taxonomy (see Fig. 16 (64); see paragraph [0107]). 
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As for Claim 24, Gargi et al teaches a before change event is raised prior to a 
change to provide owners with an opportunity to veto proposed changes (Fig. 16 (62- 
78); (see paragraph [0107][0108][0112] and [0114])). 

As for Claim 25, Gargi et al teaches an after change event is raised to all owners 
to enable them to reflect a change that has been completed (Fig. 16 (62-78); (see 
paragraph [0107][0108][0112] and [0114])). 

As for Claim 26, Gargi et al clearly teaches the taxonomy is represented in XML 
(see paragraph [0043]). 

As for Claim 27, Gargi et al teaches a computer readable medium having stored 
thereon computer executable instructions for carrying out the method of claim 16 (see 
paragraph [0041]). 

As for Claim 28, Gargi et al teaches a common enterprise classification scheme 
methodology comprising instantiating a common structure based on a structure type, 
the common structure comprising structure type class, node types and structural 
constraints (see paragraph [0012], [0072-0076]; whereas Gargi et al teaching of 
clusters, meta data and hierarchy is equivalent to Applicant's teaching of hierarchy, 
class and constraints), the structural constraints define the permissible parent-child 
relationship between the various node types; (see Fig. 15; e.g., object types; (see 
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paragraph [0096][0105][0113])); exposing the common structure amongst a plurality of 
unrelated tools to provide a foundation for a cohesive user experience and wherein the 
plurality of tools access the components, (see Fig. 8; (see paragraph [0013][0043][0080] 
& [0098])). 

Claim 30 differs from claims 6 and 20 in that claim 30 is a common enterprise 
classification scheme method whereas claim 6 is a system and claim 20 is a common 
classification method claim. Thus, claim 30 is analyzed as previously discussed with 
respect to claims 6 and 20 above. 

As for Claim 31, Gargi et al clearly teaches requesting consent from consumers 
of the common structure to proposed changes to the structure (see Fig. 16 (62-78); (see 
paragraph [0107][0108][0112] and [0114])). 

As for Claim 32, Gargi et al clearly teaches a computer readable medium having 
stored thereon computer executable instructions for carrying out the method of claim 28 
(see paragraph [0041]). 

Claim Rejection - 35 USC 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
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invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 5, 8, 13, 19, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Gargi et al (USPG-Pub No. 2005002771 2A1) in view of Omoigui et al 
(USPG-Pub No. 200301 261 36A1). 

As for Claim 5, Gargi et al teaches of organizing a collection of objects through 
the use of a hierarchical structure consisting of object types, classification nodes, a 
graphical user interface, and a segmentation engine (e.g., taxonomy engine). Gargi et al 
fails to explicitly teach of a globally unique identifier (GUID) being incorporated into his 
art. Omoigui et al teaches of a globally unique identifier (see paragraph [0982]). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have combined a globally unique identifier as taught by 
Omoigui et al with the organizing a collection of objects as taught by Gargi et al 
because it is a preferable file naming method, as made hackneyed in the state of the 
art. (Omoigui et al (USPG-Pub No. 200301 261 36A1); see paragraph [0982]). 

As for Claim 8, Gargi et al teaches of the classification component utilizing 
statistical analysis related to artificial intelligence to couple software components to the 
common structure (see Fig. 17 (120); e.g., Business Process Cockpit; (see paragraph 
[0043][01 10][01 12] and [01 14])). Gargi et al fails to explicitly recite the limitation of 
heuristics. Omoigui et al teaches heuristics to couple software components to a 
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common structure (see paragraph [0622][1048]). 

Claim 13 differs from Claim 8 in that claim 13 is a software tool interaction 
system whereas claim 8 is a classification system claim. Thus, claim 13 is analyzed as 
previously discussed with respect to claim 8 above. 

As for Claim 19, Gargi et al teaches of node (e.g., classification nodes; see 
paragraph [0106][0107]) in a taxonomy (e.g., object cluster or group; see paragraph 
[0049]). Gargi et al fails to explicitly teach of a globally unique identifier (GUID) being 
incorporated into his art. Omoigui et al teaches of a globally unique node identifier (see 
paragraph [0982]). 

Claim 22 differs from Claims 8 and 13 in that claim 22 is a method claims 
whereas claim 8 is a distributed classification and claim 13 is a software tool interaction 
system claim. Thus, claim 22 is analyzed as previously discussed with respect to 
claims 8 and 13 above. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Raheem Hoffler whose telephone number is (571) 270- 
1036. The examiner can normally be reached on 7:30 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Jeffery Gaffin can be reached on (571) 272-4146. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Sen/ice Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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